e.g., anonymity-single-blind, doubleblind, or transparent-open) of the process are best, statistics from surveys (e.g., http://www.pre-val.org/ research/), and suggestions for making the process scientific. Then there was the bad: discussion via tweets about the process being broken, and accusations that the publishers are out to make money on the backs of overworked, uncompensated reviewers. It was not actually "bad," it was an important part of the conversation, allowing those viewpoints to be seen and considered.
guide and webinar are both available at https://us.sagepub. com/en-us/nam/journal-of-the-american-psychiatricnurses-association/journal201684#submission-guidelines. We sincerely appreciate our reviewers' time and expertise that directly influence the quality of the content we publish. Our authors' published articles are better because of their professional comments. For those who are new to reviewing or new to reviewing at JAPNA or always willing to learn, we hope the resource guide and webinar will be useful resources. In it, we detail our expectations and ask reviewers to submit their invitation responses and comments in a timely manner, alert us to ethical issues, and focus on the scientific integrity of the paper. We ask that you, as a peer reviewer, NOT edit the paper for grammar or style; that will be taken care of later in the process. However, we welcome you including a sentence in your comments to the authors asking them to carefully edit the paper before submitting the revision (if called for). Asking an author to correct language is completely acceptable. If you are unable to review the paper because of the language or writing issues, please recommend rejection and let the editor know why in the comments to the editor text box on the score sheet. Please know that we screen papers before sending them for review to ensure that you are able to read the information presented in the paper without problematic language distractions. However, there are instances when this still occurs.
We expect our reviewers to:
• • Respond to review invitations in a timely manner (48 hours, if possible); it is perfectly acceptable to decline to review. • • Alert the editorial office to any ethical issues (e.g., familiarity with the manuscript, plagiarism, data falsification or fabrication, duplicate submission or publication). • • Read the manuscript thoroughly and thoughtfully, focusing on whether the paper demonstrates sound scientific rigor (methods and design) and significance, validity of data, and adequate description of the statistical analysis • • Focus on the current paper and its conclusions.
Don't ask the authors to revise the paper in a way that will result in a different paper. In this case, you should recommend the current paper be rejected.
• • Alert the editorial office to any biases you may have about the manuscript (e.g., knowledge of who the authors are). • • Provide a complete, high-quality review that will help the author(s) successfully revise the manuscript, using respectful, professional language. • • Refrain from asking the authors for changes to the revised manuscript that were not requested in your original review. • • Adhere to the set deadline or alert the editorial office that you need an extension.
• • Adhere to confidentiality. (Manuscript and reviews are confidential. They cannot be shared without the journal's permission.)
In the manual, we also provide instructions for using the online system to access the manuscript and submit your review, and suggestions for preparing your comments. Finally, we provide links to industry resources for further reading. JAPNA believes peer review is important to providing quality, up-to-date articles relevant to psychiatric nursing. We sincerely thank all of our reviewers, and especially those listed in this issue who reviewed for JAPNA in the past year.
